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Summary 
 
This research titled, “Employer Branding in Asia – Attracting Next Generation Talent” dissects 
the various factors that make an employer attractive to “knowledge workers” in Asia. The term 
“knowledge worker”, first coined by Peter Drucker, is defined broadly in this study as an individual 
whose main contribution to their organization are primarily non-routine problem solving tasks. These 
individuals are typically well educated middle class workers whose contribution to their organizations 
are their skills and expertise. The shortage of talent is becoming a world-wide issue. Everywhere from 
the United States to Japan and Asia, the need for highly talented workers is increasing causing 
employers to adopt new talent management practices, namely Employer Branding. Applying 
marketing techniques to Human Resource management practices has enabled employers to attract and 
promote their workplaces to engage potential employment candidates before they even apply for a job. 
In the Asian context, Asian companies are potentially losing out to global Western firms who have 
been continually developing their HR management practices, employer branding and organizational 
cultures to attract the world’s top talent. This study aims to uncover who the most attractive companies 
are, what these exceptional employers are doing that’s different, and recommendations for Asian firms 
to increase their competitiveness.  
The survey revealed that a larger proportion of <35 year old survey respondents prefer Western 
over Asian companies. 72% of the most desirable companies were companies with Western origins. 
Overall, salary was the most important factor that employees in Asia seek in employers while <35 year 
  
old respondents also place a high importance on clear career paths as well as development 
opportunities.  
This study has three main recommendations for Asian firms to strengthen their Employer 
Brands. First, support from the very top level management to make the necessary changes to culture, 
processes, programs, and resources to make investments to develop next generation talent. Second, 
leverage social media platforms such as LinkedIn, Facebook or others to engage customers as well as 
potential employment candidates as early and as often as possible to create familiarity with the brand. 
Lastly, continue to employ the latest marketing techniques to perform market research and data 
analysis to uncover the needs and wants of current as well as future employees. Segmentation, 
Targeting and Positioning when used in recruiting may also allow companies to attract and recruit job 
candidates that are the right fit for the company. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
Section 1. DEFINITIONS - WHAT IS EMPLOYER BRANDING? 
The earliest definition and study of Employer Branding began in 1996 by Ambler and Barrow 
where they define Employer Branding as “the package of functional, economic and psychological 
benefits provided by employment, and identified with the employing company” (Ambler and Barrow, 
1996). Ambler and Barrow’s research was the idea to apply marketing brand management techniques 
to Human Resource Management thereby creating the “Employer Brand” concept. The Employer 
Brand can simply be defined as the identification of a company that embodies the attributes of a good 
place to work. Employer Branding would then be the process behind building the reputation and 
promoting the Employer Brand that would mainly include marketing and human resource management. 
The American Marketing Association (AMA) defines marketing as the activity and process for 
creating, communicating, and delivering value to customers (Ama.org, 2013). When employees are 
considered customers, the idea of applying marketing techniques to promote an employer is very 
practical. From the time Ambler and Barrow’s research was published in 1996, until now in 2014, 
Employer Branding has been gaining traction and should be used more often as a strategic tool in 
talent management. Successful Employer Branding can become a powerful tool to maintain 
competitive advantage through recruiting, retaining, and developing top talent.  
Section 2. WHAT IS THE BIG DEAL? WHY DOES EMPLOYER BRANDING MATTER?  
Employer Branding is a multi-purpose tool that a company can not only use to attract talent, 
but could also be used as a tool to gauge how attractive a company is from the outside much like a 
person would look at a mirror before a date with a potential mate. Employer Branding is its most 
simple definition is its reputation in the community. Framed in the dating sense, a company will want 
to utilize their Employer Branding strategy to appear as attractive as possible to their target the same 
way a person would dress and act in a way to be attractive to a potential mate. Hopefully, the effort to 
improve one’s appearance is not simply external, but a holistic effort to improve the quality of the 
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individual or organization from the inside out. The relationship between the employer and employee 
can also be seen as a dating relationship as they are two parties wooing each other and ultimately 
entering into a committed mutually beneficial relationship working towards common goals. Employer 
Branding matters more in Asia to Asian firms because unfortunately, as the data will show, less and 
less people are attracted to and want to “date” Asian companies.  
In countries such as Japan, Korea, and Taiwan where there is a below average birth rate (Choe, 
2014), the shrinking labor force will lead to a smaller talent pool that leads to more aggressive 
competition to attract and recruit top talent (Moroko & Uncles, 2008). China, with their one child 
policy, will also face a significant reduction in the size of their labor force in the near future. 
Knowledge workers are already a smaller part of the labor force as it takes time, financial resources 
and effort to obtain the educational background necessary. Perhaps one option is to pursue talent in 
developing countries where population growth is still strong, however, in these developing countries 
where access to higher education is more challenging, these regions also will experience an increased 
demand for highly talented knowledge workers. Employer Branding can be used to assist with 
attracting and recruiting top talent.  
In a recent survey conducted by the ManpowerGroup, 36% of global firms reported talent 
shortages in 2014. Japan ranked the highest with four out of five managers having difficulty filling 
open positions. The survey’s most in demand jobs the study found could mostly be classified as 
positions for knowledge workers such as skilled trade workers, engineers, technicians, sales 
representatives and accountants (The Talent Shortage Continues: How the Ever Changing Role of HR 
Can Close the Gap, 2014).  
With the digital and internet revolution continually disrupting every industry, companies must 
cling to every source of competitive advantage. Human Resource Strategy is a major source of 
competitive advantage in today’s economy (Boxall, 1998). Ultimately, Employer Branding is a tool in 
a company’s toolbox that they can use in order to sustain competitive advantage through Human 
Resource Strategy by promoting their attractiveness in a global marketplace. Modern logistics and 
technology have made the world a much smaller place where knowledge workers of the future will 
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increasingly become members of global organizations working on geographically diverse teams.  
Not every company has the ability to grow 1000% and become a worldwide brand name 
sensation or change the DNA of its organization overnight. None of the top 10 and just 13 out of 
BrandZ’s top 100 most valuable brands in 2014 were Asian firms (BrandZ Top 100 Most Valuable 
Global Brands 2014, 2014). It’s difficult to build an employer brand without a strong product and 
corporate brand. According to the Worldbank (Worldbank.org, 2013), Asia Pacific lead the world’s 
GDP growth at 7.1% in 2013. Analysts estimate that Asia is responsible for approximately 30% of the 
world’s GDP now and is projected to surpass 50% of the world’s GDP by 2050 (Kohli, Sharma & 
Sood, 2011). These projections mean that there is huge growth potential and expectation from Asian 
countries and ultimately Asian companies in the next 30 years. This gives Asian firms the opportunity 
and a target to significantly grow their product as well as employer brands. Kohli et al. assert that the 
engines of Asian growth will come from China, India, Indonesia, Japan, Korea, Thailand and Malaysia. 
It may take several years for more Asian firms to grow into becoming true global players but Asian 
firms can begin by building their foundations of competitive advantage on high quality talent. In order 
to acquire this talent, Employer Branding can play a key role.  
 
Figure 1 Asia’s past, present and future share of global GDP (Kohli, Sharma & Sood, 2011) 
Lastly, the Employer Brand is important when attracting young talent. A study by LinkedIn 
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has shown that a strong employer brand is more effective at attracting more junior employees as well 
as candidates from outside the US (Why Your Employer Brand Matters, 2012). Innovation can come 
from anyone or anywhere. Much of the explosive economic growth in the past 30 years has come from 
advancements in technology starting with the digital revolution then quickly followed by the internet 
revolution. A BrandZ report has shown that technology brands account for 30% of the world’s most 
valuable brands (BrandZ Top 100 Most Valuable Global Brands 2014, 2014). We will see technology 
continuing to lead growth moving forward in the 21st century. If we take a look at the history of 
relatively young worldwide valuable brands like Google, Apple, Facebook, Tencent, Yahoo and others, 
we will find that they were all founded by highly talented, young individuals. Establishing a strong 
Employer Brand and actively engaging top talent through new platforms will give proactive companies 
an edge when searching for their next generation top talent. 
Section 3. RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
This study aims to answer the question, “what attracts next generation talent?” in the employer 
branding context. As the various respondents create a huge pool of data, this study is mainly focused 
on the “next generation talent” that is simply be defined as educated knowledge workers between 20-
34 years of age. This study was conducted across a wide geographical region across many distinct 
ethnicities and cultures. Employer branding is the central theme of this study with age as the primary 
grouping variable. Analysis revealed that another distinct grouping of respondents was associated with 
their preference for Asian versus Western companies. This preference for Asian versus Western 
companies became the secondary grouping variable as a significant proportion of 20-34 year old 
respondents preferred Western over Asian companies.  
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CHAPTER 2. THE 2014 EMPLOYER PREFERENCE SURVEY 
Section 1. ABOUT THE SURVEY 
The 2014 Employer Preference Survey conducted in partnership with Jobstreet.com, Career 
International, and 104.com is the fourth iteration of this survey that began in 2008. The Employer 
Preference Survey was designed to poll Asian respondents to measure various aspects of what 
attractive qualities employees seek in employers. The 2014 Employer Preference Survey continues 
this quest adding additional dimensions of attractiveness divided into three types. First, a set of 
attractive external aspects of the employer were listed such as the branding or size of the company. 
Next, and new to this year, was a set of 22 personality types that the employer was perceived to have 
based on the Big Five Personality framework. Lastly were internal attractive aspects of the employer 
such as salary or working environment that indicated the most important factor of a desirable employer. 
The questionnaire was structured as 10 questions and disseminated through surveymonkey.com.  
Section 2. OVERVIEW OF THE RESPONDENTS 
The 2014 Employer Preference survey was distributed in the spring of 2014 and consisted of 
2776 respondents over 9 main countries that were Mainland China, India, Indonesia, Malaysia, 
Philippines, Singapore, Taiwan, and Vietnam. The respondents varied in age between 20 and 45+ years 
old and were divided into six groups: 20-24, 25-29, 30-34, 35-39, 40-44, and 45+. This study will re-
segment the age groups into two groups where one is less than 35 years old (<35) with the other 35 
years old and above (35+). The gender of the respondents leaned towards male at 63% and female 
respondents consisting of 37%. The educational background was made up of primarily university and 
above graduates with 52% having bachelor’s degrees, 17% master’s, 6% MBA, 4% PhD and 21% 
other. Another component of the respondent’s profile was how many previous companies they have 
worked for. The survey was able to capture a wide variety of industries where technology and 
manufacturing were the largest groups represented. Lastly, approximately 75% of respondents indicate 
they were open to the possibility of relocating to another country for work.  
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Figure 2 Nationality of Respondents Overview 
 
Figure 3 Age Classification of Respondents 
 
Figure 4 Gender of Respondents 
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Figure 5 Educational Background of Respond 
 
Figure 6 Respondent’s Number of Previous Employers 
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Figure 7 Industries of Respondents 
 
Figure 8 Respondent’s Willingness to Relocate to a Foreign Country for Work 
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then will dive deeper into determining the characteristics that are attractive to next generation talent. 
Two population proportion Z-tests were applied to pairs of sample groups, such as the <35 and 35+ or 
the respondents who prefer Western versus Asian employers, in order to determine significant 
statistical differences between the proportions of the pairs of groups across several variables. The 
formula for calculating the z-value of two population proportions is: 
𝑧 =
(?̂?1 − ?̂?2)
√?̂?(1 − ?̂?)(
1
𝑛1 +
1
𝑛2)
 
Following the z-calculation, the p-value is then found using a standard z-table.  
Secondly, non-parametric correlation tests were conducted between the age groups and several 
factors to identify statistically significant relationships. Spearman’s Rho was used as opposed to 
Pearson’s correlation due to the fact that the preference data in question 10 was captured as a 1-4 
ordinal scale and not a linear integer scale. However, both methods were calculated and yielded similar 
results.   
Section 4. ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
2.4.1. Question 1: The Most Desirable Companies 
The first question in the 2014 survey asked the respondent, “What is the most desirable 
company or organization in your industry that you would like to work for?” The resulting list of top 
companies from survey question 1 was compiled against the list of the worst companies in survey 
question 5 which was, ‘what is the most undesirable company or organization in your industry that 
you would not like to work for?” Most companies have both positive and negative responses, however, 
the list of top 10 companies in Table 1 takes both responses into account. Although Hon Hai and 
Huawei received more than 20 positive responses each for being a highly desirable employer, they 
also received many negative responses in question 5 indicating that the companies have a negative 
side as well. 26 out of 36 of the top named firms in the survey were western companies.   
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Rank China India Indonesia Malaysia 
1 Google Google Google Google 
2 GE Tata Astra Group Shell 
3 P&G, Siemens MIcrosoft Chevron Petronas 
4 Pfizer, IBM, Apple P&G  Apple 
5 Bosch Samsung   Intel 
Rank Philippines Singapore Taiwan Vietnam 
1 Google Google TSMC Unilever 
2 San Miguel Foods  Google Vinamilk 
3 Accenture  Asus P&G 
4 P&G  MediaTek Google 
5     Formosa Plastics Intel 
Table 1 Top 10 companies by country 
 
Due to the small sample size of several of the countries (<100), in some cases less than five 
employers could be identified as a top employer. The question 1 responses were then recoded to 
identify the respondent’s most desirable company’s country of origin classified by region as from 
ASEAN, East Asian, South Asian, United States, European, or Not Applicable. “Not Applicable” 
responses were if the respondent did not name a specific organization or enterprise or entered multiple 
entries in differing regions. ASEAN countries consist of Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, Singapore 
and Vietnam. East Asia will include Mainland China, Taiwan, Korea, and Japan. South Asia will 
consist solely of India and the surrounding region. European and US were also their own respective 
groups.   
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Figure 9 Recoded data indicating the country of origin of the respondent’s most desirable company 
 
The recoded results of question 1 reveal that although the survey was conducted in Asia, there 
is a significant preference for European and US companies. Naturally, many respondents will choose 
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companies are the same, so we accept H0. Interestingly, the proportion of <35 year olds and 35+ year 
old respondents who prefer Western companies are statistically significantly different where we cannot 
accept Ho. 
Prefer <35 35+ Proportion 1 Proportion 2 Z P 
Null 
Hypothesis 
Asian 648 423 0.3850 0.3870 0.1 0.9158 Accept 
Western 715 414 0.4248 0.3787 2.4 0.0157 Reject 
Table 2 Question 1 results of the z-test for 2-population proportion of respondents who prefer 
Asian firms versus Western firms.  
The proportion of <35 year old and 35+ year old respondents that prefer Asian companies is 
almost exactly the same at 0.38. The following is sample calculation:  
Proportion 1 = Sample 1/Population 1  
= (<35 year old who prefer Asian companies) / (Total # of <35 year old respondents) 
= 648/1683.  
The results of this z-test of two population proportions shows that there is a significant statistical 
difference between the population of <35 year old and 35+ year old respondents who prefer to work 
for Western companies. The data shows that 42% of <35 year old respondents prefer Western 
companies versus 38% of the same age group prefer Asian companies.  
2.4.2. Question 4: Previous work experience of respondents 
Continuing to gauge the preference of respondents, question 4 sheds more light on the 
respondents. Question 4 asked the respondents if they had any previous work experience with 
American, Australian, British, Mainland Chinese, French, German, Japanese, Korean, Indian, 
Singaporean, Hong Kong, Taiwanese, or a local company (domestic to the respondent i.e. Vietnam, 
Malaysia, Philippines, or Indonesia). They could answer that they had worked for that nationality 
company with a positive, neutral or negative impression. Alternately, they could answer that they never 
worked for a company of that nationality.  
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Figure 10 Question 4 respondent’s previous work experience by company nationality 
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some work experience with Asian companies versus 21% having previous work experience with 
Western companies.  
 
Figure 11 Question 4 previous work experience data plotted to include the “No Experience” 
responses 
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Figure 12 Question 7 Overview of Respondent’s Employer Nationality Preference 
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Figure 13 Question 2 – Overall factors for choosing the most desirable company in question 1 
Next, analyzing the results for question 2 into the age <35 year old and 35+ year old sub-groups 
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Factor 
<35 
Proportion 
35+ 
Proportion Z p 
Null 
Hypothesis 
Excellent corporate 
branding 0.6450 0.6070 2.0629 0.0394 Reject 
Diversity in races and 
nationalities 0.2530 0.2880 -2.0413 0.04136 Reject 
Contribution to society 0.2440 0.2710 -1.6079 0.1074 Accept 
Competitive services and 
products 0.5380 0.5220 0.8372 0.4009 Accept 
Long history 0.2500 0.2610 -0.6267 0.5287 Accept 
Large size 0.4490 0.4110 1.9638 0.049 Reject 
Positive reputation in the 
media 0.3270 0.3360 -0.4586 0.64552 Accept 
Positive reputation from 
current or past employees 0.3350 0.3240 0.6148 0.54186 Accept 
Table 3 Question 2 Z-test for two population proportions of the <35 and 35+ year old age groups 
 
Graphically, the proportion of respondents for each category shows the differences between 
the two groups.  
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Figure 14 Attractive factors of the <35 and 35+ year old age groups. Highlighted bars indicate 
differences in the 2 population z-test where H0 is rejected.  
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Size”. It appeared that the company’s size is a focal point to respondents who prefer to work for Asian 
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Factor 
Prefer 
Asian 
Companies 
Prefer 
Western 
Companies Z P 
Null 
Hypothesis 
Excellent corporate branding 0.5618 0.7812 11 0 Reject 
Competitive services and products 0.5136 0.5961 3.9 <0.0001 Reject 
Large size 0.5045 0.4366 3.2 0.0013 Reject 
Diversity in races and nationalities 0.1300 0.4207 15.3 0 Reject 
Positive reputation from current 
or past employees 0.2754 0.3932 5.9 <0.0001 Reject 
Positive reputation in the media 0.3181 0.3782 3 0.0029 Reject 
Long history 0.2181 0.3259 5.7 <0.0001 Reject 
Contribution to society 0.2281 0.2781 2.7 0.0067 Reject 
Table 4 Question 2 Z-test for two population proportions of the respondents who prefer Asian 
versus Western companies 
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Figure 15 Attractive factors of respondents who prefer to work for Asian versus Western 
companies 
 
Figure 16 Attractive factors for the <35 year old age group 
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2.4.5. Question 3: Desirable character traits 
Question 3 asked the respondents to identify the desirable personality characteristics they 
perceived the company they chose in question 1 to have from a list of 22 personality traits. Overall, 
the highest frequency of responses indicated that respondents are attracted to stable, open-minded, 
cooperative, efficient, reliable and creative personality types.  
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Figure 17 List of desirable character traits from most desirable to least desirable with breakdown 
by age group 
 
The differences between age groups are overall fairly close to each other. Performing a z-test 
of two population proportions reveals that the 35+ age group has a greater preference for the socially 
responsible, friendly, fair-minded, rational, hard-working, and serious character traits where the 
probability was p<0.05.  
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Rank Character Trait <35 35+ Z p Null Hypothesis 
1 stable 0.4462 0.4840 -1.9 0.0516 Accept 
2 open-minded 0.4534 0.4263 1.4 0.1617 Accept 
3 cooperative 0.4278 0.4245 0.2 0.8636 Accept 
4 efficient 0.4094 0.4135 -0.2 0.8261 Accept 
5 reliable 0.4082 0.3925 0.8 0.4098 Accept 
6 creative 0.3874 0.3824 0.3 0.7914 Accept 
7 encourages diversity 0.3636 0.3669 -0.2 0.8641 Accept 
8 socially responsible 0.3316 0.3724 -2.2 0.0274 Reject 
9 ambitious 0.2537 0.2800 -1.5 0.126 Accept 
10 confident 0.2424 0.2598 -1 0.3005 Accept 
11 caring 0.2377 0.2562 -1.1 0.2681 Accept 
12 friendly 0.2234 0.2562 -2 0.0475 Reject 
13 straightforward 0.2032 0.2306 -1.7 0.0866 Accept 
14 fair-minded 0.1955 0.2388 -2.7 0.0064 Reject 
15 rational 0.1693 0.2077 -2.5 0.011 Reject 
16 easygoing 0.1753 0.1546 1.4 0.1552 Accept 
17 hard-working 0.1468 0.1793 -2.3 0.0219 Reject 
18 serious 0.1420 0.1711 -2.1 0.0383 Reject 
19 clever 0.1361 0.1281 0.6 0.544 Accept 
20 careful 0.1188 0.1427 -1.8 0.0657 Accept 
21 adventurous 0.1040 0.1208 -1.4 0.1678 Accept 
22 humble 0.0951 0.1052 -0.9 0.3794 Accept 
Table 5 Results for the z-test of two population proportions of Age groups versus the 22 personality 
character traits 
Analyzing the 22 character traits by respondents who prefer to work for Asian companies 
versus Western companies reveals more distinct preferences. Respondents who prefer Western 
companies gravitate towards open-minded, efficient, creative, diverse, caring, friendly, fair-minded, 
straightforward, clever and adventurous character traits. Respondents who prefer Asian companies 
have a higher affinity towards stable, socially responsible and serious character traits.  
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Rank Character Trait 
Prefer 
Asian 
Company 
Prefer 
Western 
Company Z p 
Null 
Hypothesis 
1 stable 0.5373 0.4234 5.4 <0.0001 Reject 
2 open-minded 0.3400 0.5518 -10.1 0 Reject 
3 cooperative 0.4200 0.4349 -0.7 0.4801 Accept 
4 efficient 0.3945 0.4544 -2.9 0.0043 Reject 
5 reliable 0.4227 0.4101 0.6 0.5431 Accept 
6 creative 0.3118 0.4712 -7.7 <0.0001 Reject 
7 encourages diversity 0.3118 0.4420 -6.3 <0.0001 Reject 
8 socially responsible 0.3736 0.3322 2.1 0.0403 Reject 
9 ambitious 0.2936 0.2613 1.7 0.0875 Accept 
10 confident 0.2391 0.2631 -1.3 0.1915 Accept 
11 caring 0.2036 0.2764 -4 <0.0001 Reject 
12 friendly 0.1991 0.2622 -3.5 0.0004 Reject 
13 fair-minded 0.1664 0.2303 -3.8 0.0002 Reject 
14 straightforward 0.1682 0.2259 -3.4 0.0006 Reject 
15 rational 0.1700 0.1984 -1.7 0.0839 Accept 
16 easygoing 0.1527 0.1736 -1.3 0.182 Accept 
17 serious 0.1909 0.1302 3.9 <0.0001 Reject 
18 hard-working 0.1755 0.1329 2.8 0.0053 Reject 
19 clever 0.1027 0.1647 -4.3 <0.0001 Reject 
20 careful 0.1264 0.1187 0.6 0.5792 Accept 
21 adventurous 0.0891 0.1355 -3.5 0.0005 Reject 
22 humble 0.0973 0.0957 0.1 0.8982 Accept 
Table 6 Results for the z-test of two population proportions of respondents who prefer Western 
versus Asian companies and the 22 personality character traits 
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Figure 18 Question 3 desirable character traits of respondents who prefer Western versus Asian 
companies 
2.4.6. Question 5&6: Undesirable companies and character traits 
Question five and six asks the opposite of questions 1 and 3 asked what were the least desirable 
companies and their traits that they embodied. The results showed that the top most undesirable trait 
was unfairness. Respondents who prefer Western companies in both question 3 and question 6 seem 
to have a stronger desire for fair working conditions than respondents who prefer Asian companies.  
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Figure 19 Question 6: Most undesirable characteristics of a company 
2.4.7. Question 10: Internal desirable factors 
Question 10 asked the respondents to rank a range of factors from “Very important” to “Not 
important” on a four point scale. While some information is publicly available or various articles have 
been written about some of these factors such as salary, the label “internal” used here refers to factors 
related to a company’s HR management practices that would be discovered through employment or 
information that could be obtained from a company insider or an in depth research. These factors 
included work/life balance, ethical business practices, variety of work, location, work environment, 
training opportunities, salary, clear career path, diverse ethnic background of employees, brand, and 
the company philosophy or core values. The overall results indicate that Salary is a one of the most 
important factor of this sample of respondents. Work environment and work/life balance are the next 
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most important factors in this study. As opposed to question 2 where “Excellent Corporate Branding” 
was very important, in question 10, Brand was ranked near the bottom of this group of factors.  
 
Figure 20 Question 10 overall desirable factors  
 
To see how these factors are related to the respondent’s age, the preference data was analyzed 
against the six distinct age groups. The analysis method used for question 10 was a non-parametric 
test calculating Spearman’s Rho of the correlation between the respondent’s age groups and the list of 
desirable factors using the SPSS statistical analysis package. The results show a significant correlation 
to the p<0.01 level (two-tailed) for “Training Opportunities” and a negative correlation to “Company 
Philosophy or Core Values” with respect to the age groups. There was a correlation to the p<0.05 level 
(two-tailed) for “Salary” and “Clear Career Path” with respect to the age groups.  
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About you - Age Correlation Coefficient Spearman's rho                                    1.000 Pearson Correlation 1 
Sig. (2-tailed)   Sig. (2-tailed)   
Work/Life 
Balance 
Correlation Coefficient Spearman's rho                                    -.002 Pearson Correlation -.001 
Sig. (2-tailed) .931 Sig. (2-tailed) .964 
Ethical Business 
Practices 
Correlation Coefficient Spearman's rho                                    -.031 Pearson Correlation -.034 
Sig. (2-tailed) .103 Sig. (2-tailed) .070 
Variety of Work Correlation Coefficient Spearman's rho                                    .030 Pearson Correlation .028 
Sig. (2-tailed) .118 Sig. (2-tailed) .137 
Location Correlation Coefficient Spearman's rho                                    -.013 Pearson Correlation -.017 
Sig. (2-tailed) .495 Sig. (2-tailed) .388 
Work 
Environment 
Correlation Coefficient Spearman's rho                                    -.002 Pearson Correlation .003 
Sig. (2-tailed) .938 Sig. (2-tailed) .893 
Training 
Opportunities 
Correlation Coefficient Spearman's rho                                    .072** Pearson Correlation .081** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 
Salary 
 
 
Correlation Coefficient Spearman's rho                                    .043* Pearson Correlation .034 
Sig. (2-tailed) .025 Sig. (2-tailed) .079 
Clear Career 
Path 
Correlation Coefficient Spearman's rho                                    .045* Pearson Correlation .060** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .021 Sig. (2-tailed) .002 
Diverse ethnic 
background of 
employees 
Correlation Coefficient Spearman's rho                                    .023 Pearson Correlation .033 
Sig. (2-tailed) .235 Sig. (2-tailed) .095 
Brand Correlation Coefficient Spearman's rho                                    -.001 Pearson Correlation -.008 
Sig. (2-tailed) .941 Sig. (2-tailed) .687 
Company 
Philosophy or 
Core Values 
Correlation Coefficient Spearman's rho                                    -.055** Pearson Correlation -.063** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .005 Sig. (2-tailed) .001 
Table 7 Question 10 results of correlation between respondent’s age groups and attractive factors 
 
Graphically, the correlations show how the importance of the factors changes with the 
respondent’s age. Salary is generally important when the respondents are 20-34 and slightly decreases 
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as the respondents get older. “Training Opportunities” are quite important early in the respondent’s 
career and also tapers off and becomes less important as the respondent’s age increases. “Clear Career 
Path” is an interesting factor as the results show that the importance increases and peaks at the 30-34 
year old age group and gradually declines as the respondent’s age increases. Conversely, the 
importance of the “Company’s Philosophy or Core Values” becomes more important with age.  
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Figure 21 Question 10 graph of correlated variables with respect to the respondent’s age 
Section 5. HISTORICAL DATA AND EMERGING TRENDS 
The design of question 7 has remained unchanged since the inception of the survey in 2008 
and the data was assembled to see any emerging trends. Positive preference towards US companies 
has remained relatively stable around 80% since 2008, however, there is an increasing percentage of 
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respondents who do not prefer US companies. The current negative preference for US firms has risen 
to 8% in 2014.  
The Outlook for Japanese firms is quite a bit more negative. Positive preference of working 
for Japanese firms has steadily dropped from almost 75% to now just over 50%. Preference towards 
not working for Japanese firms has risen from 5% in 2008 to almost 25% in 2014. The large sample 
size from China in the 2014 data had an impact on this. The current political crisis between Japan and 
China can be clearly seen in the Chinese respondent data. 55% of Chinese respondents prefer not to 
work for Japanese firms and just 19% indicated that they prefer to work for Japanese companies. When 
we look at actual working experience 82% of Chinese respondents had no experience with Japanese 
companies, however, of the Chinese respondents who have had previous work experience with 
Japanese companies, 60% of them have had positive experiences working for Japanese companies and 
just 4% had negative past experience with Japanese employers. Even with this negative bias from 
China, Japan falls in the middle as a preferred employer. If the data for Japanese firms is re-computed 
omitting Chinese respondents, preference for working at Japanese companies falls closely in line with 
the European average.  
The data from 2008 – 2014 shows Europe as losing some of its attractiveness. Preference of 
working for European companies dropped almost 20% from around 81% down to 62%. Negative 
preference for European companies is also steadily rising from just over 1% to now 13% in 2014.  
Data for Chinese companies was not collected in 2008 and the sample size from Chinese 
respondents was very small from 2010 – 2012. The 2014 Employer Preference Survey has a very 
strong representation from Chinese respondents. Preference towards working for Chinese companies 
appears to be rising. The Chinese economy has shown strong growth since 2008 with some strong 
Chinese brands emerging such as Tencent, Baidu, Alibaba, Lenovo and others. The data shows positive 
preference for Chinese firms has risen from 30% in 2008 to now 39% in 2014. The strong 
representation of Chinese respondents is likely responsible for this positive growth, however there 
remains a strong negative preference for working at Chinese firms. 32% of respondents in 2014 still 
prefer not to work for Chinese companies.  
 32 
 
Figure 22 Historical data from question 7 from 2008 – 2014, which nationality company do you 
prefer to work for?  
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CHAPTER 3. DISCUSSON ON THE DATA 
Section 1. SUMMARY OF THE MOST DESIRABLE FACTORS  
The survey results conclude that the following three most desirable factors for the <35 year old 
age group. Excellent Corporate Branding, Competitive Products and Services, followed by Large Size 
were the most desirable factors from question 2. The most desirable personality types were Open-
minded, Stable, Cooperative, Efficient, Reliable and Creative. The most desirable factors from 
question 10 were Salary, Work Environment, Work/life Balance, Clear Career Path, and Training 
Opportunities.  
Section 2. WHO ARE THE MOST DESIRABLE EMPLOYERS IN ASIA?  
Question 1, 4 and 7 survey results indicate that respondents show a preference towards Western 
companies and that Asian companies are at a potential immediate disadvantage when it comes to 
recruiting top talent. Today, if a desirable job candidate was offered two comparable positions, but 
must choose between an Asian or Western firm, the candidate has a high chance of choosing the 
Western employer. Not only did respondents have a higher preference towards working for Western 
firms than Asian firms overall, but the percentage of respondents that had a “No preference” selection 
was also smaller for Western firms than Asian firms despite the fact that most respondents had less 
work experience with Western companies. 
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Figure 23 Previous work experience with Asian versus Western companies 
 
Figure 24 Preference working for Asian versus Western companies 
Question 2 shows a stark contrast between the attractive qualities of the respondent groups that 
preferred Asian versus Western groups. We can then filter the results into just the <35 year old group 
and see the same very large contrast in why the <35 year old group selected their most desirable 
employers. Interestingly, respondents had a higher frequency of perceived character traits in Western 
companies than Asian companies meaning that respondents checked more personality traits for 
Western companies than Asian companies. For Western companies, respondents chose 6987 character 
traits versus choosing only 6035 character traits in Asian companies implying that the respondents had 
a more clear perception of the personality of the Western companies than the Asian companies. This 
could be linked to the fact that Western companies have been building their Employer Brand more 
actively than Asian companies. Another possible explanation is that although the Asian share of global 
GDP is rising, just a small portion of the most recognized global brands are Asian with big names and 
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long histories such as Samsung or Toyota indicating that many Asian companies are not as well-known 
as Western firms.  
If we examine this study’s list of top employers in Asia, 26 out of the 36 listed are western 
firms led by Google. TSMC, from Taiwan was the most desirable employer in Taiwan and was one of 
the only Asian companies to beat Google. Deconstructing Google and TSMC’s most desirable 
qualities, similar themes can be seen in the overall differences between Asian and Western firms. 
TSMC’s top three traits from question 2 were “Large Size”, “Competitive Services and Products” 
followed by “Excellent Corporate Branding”. On the other hand, Google’s top three traits were 
“Excellent Corporate Branding”, “Competitive Products and Services”, and “Positive reputation in the 
media”. Respondents who view TSMC as an ideal employer strongly value the company’s large size 
as perhaps an indicator of stability. Interestingly, respondents who view Google as their most desirable 
employer indicated that Diversity is an important trait why they chose Google.  
 
Figure 25 Question 2 Desirable factors of Google versus TSMC 
Exploring the perceived personality traits of TSMC versus Google, the top five personality 
traits respondents indicated they saw in TSMC were Stable, Efficient, Reliable, Socially Responsible 
and Cooperative. Google’s top perceived personality traits look different as they were seen as Creative, 
Open-minded, Encouraging Diversity, Efficient and Cooperative. The profiles of the two companies 
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very closely match the overall differences in personality preferences of respondents who prefer Asian 
versus Western companies.  
 
Figure 26 Perceived personality traits of Google versus TSMC 
The perceived personality profiles of Google and TSMC look very different. One significant 
difference between Google and TSMC is that although both companies employ a large army of 
knowledge workers (Google employs approximately 53,000 and TSMC employs approximately 
37,000 worldwide), Google is perceived to be creative, open minded, and to encourage diversity. These 
particular traits seem to be more important for knowledge work particularly in high tech innovation 
such as in engineering.   
Section 3. WHAT ARE THE TOP COMPANIES DOING DIFFERENTLY?  
Researching further into the employer brand building activities of the top companies, many 
companies were found to have leadership and development programs for high potential employees. 
Several of the most desirable companies in this 2014 employer preference survey were also found on 
Hay Group’s “Best Companies for Leadership” survey in 2014 (Haygroup.com, 2014): Proctor & 
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Gamble, Microsoft, General Electric, Unilever and IBM. In Hay Group’s survey, respondents assessed 
the leadership development practices of their own as well as nominate three other organizations that 
they believed were best at developing leaders at all levels of the organization. Some key findings from 
Hay Group’s study that are relevant to this study: 95% of leaders were culturally savvy and able to be 
effective with diverse teams; all of the best companies maintain a pipeline of qualified leadership 
candidates; 90% of the best companies let employees bypass the chain of command with excellent 
ideas; Lastly, in the best companies, 95% of senior leaders take time to actively develop others versus 
48% of peer companies. Hay Group’s survey also covered specific regions including Asia. Five of the 
top ten best companies for leadership development in Asia1 were Western companies. Topping the list 
from Asia was Samsung, followed by Toyota.  
One company that stands apart is Unilever. Unilever was one of this study’s most desirable 
companies, Hay Group’s 2013 top 20 global and Asia regional best companies for leaders, as well as 
Universum’s 2013 top 100 most desirable employers2. Unilever has spent the time and effort in 
building a strong product as well as employer brand. Paul Maxin, Global Resourcing Director of 
Unilever, shared some of Unilever’s Employer Brand building tips at an interview with LinkedIn 
('Secrets of Employer Branding Leaders: Unilever', 2012). Maxin shared that at Unilever, the CEO is 
actively involved in Employer Brand management including recruiting at Universities. This sends a 
clear message from top management that the Employer Brand is an important and valuable asset, a 
philosophy shared by Balmer and Grey (2003). The culture at Unilever also encourages employees to 
participate in being talent scouts. Some employees even opt to take special courses about talent 
scouting as well as courses on how to be effective brand ambassadors. Unilever also heavily engages 
potential candidates on social media platforms such as LinkedIn. Their social media campaign resulted 
in a growth from 40,000 followers to 230,000 followers on LinkedIn over a 10 month period. The 
fruits of the LinkedIn campaign can be seen in an exponential rise in career page visits and a jump in 
hiring candidates through LinkedIn. This activity on social media not only builds awareness of 
                                                        
1 http://www.haygroup.com/bestcompaniesforleadership/research-and-findings/asia.aspx 
2 http://universumglobal.com/ideal-employer-rankings/global-results/ 
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Unilever, but also reduces talent acquisition costs. Finally, Unilever also heavily invests in researching 
their employees. Unilever assembled cross-functional teams to conduct surveys and focus groups 
across the organization from employment candidates to current employees, as well as new hires and 
executives to gather data on what employees need and want.  
Filip Kronhed, Talent & Learning Specialist, and Paulina Ekvall, VP of Human Resources 
share some of Unilever’s steps in building their employer brand in the Nordics (Welinder, 2013). First, 
Unilever creates familiarity through their product brands and advertisements. Their ads also feature 
current employees helping to create internal ambassadors. Next, Unilever sparks employment 
candidates’ consideration and desire through the internet as well as through referral programs, “speed 
dating” events (where graduating students are able to have one-on-one conversations with many 
recruiters from various companies3), and summer internships. Kronhed & Ekvall equate Unilever’s 
activities to online dating where Unilever is essentially creating an attractive internet persona to meet 
potential matches. Unilever uses the internet to communicate their brand as well as searching for and 
engaging new talent.  As far as Unilever’s talent acquisition process goes, some regions outsource 
this function, but Unilever has retaken this responsibility in the Nordic region. Something unique 
Unilever does in the hiring process is that if a candidate does not receive a job offer, Unilever still 
gives clear and individual feedback to the applicants continuing to build a positive impression even in 
those who are turned away. Since people are all different, Unilever does a lot of work to research and 
discover what kinds of rewards and recognition the teams want. Finally, there is Unilever’s exit process 
where Unilever strives to maintain a good relationship with employees that leave. Former employees 
can be very helpful or can also be damaging. Unilever has created an alumni network called “Unilover” 
that has been successful at maintaining good relationships with past employees (Welinder, 2013).  
Like Unilever, many highly regarded companies have a strong presence on social media 
platforms. A comparison of these companies’ presence on social media from this 2014 Employer 
Preference survey to high performing and well known Asian brands shows that Asian firms are late 
                                                        
3 http://www.maeur.nl/association/committees/speeddating-committee 
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entrants into leveraging career-related social media platforms such as LinkedIn4.  
  
Table 8 Size of top companies5 and presence on the LinkedIn social media platform 
 
                                                        
4 http://www.linkedin.com 
5 http://www.tsmc.com/english/csr/employee_and_people_care.htm 
http://www.privco.com/private-company/alibaba-group-holding-ltd 
http://ir.baidu.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=188488&p=irol-faq_pf 
http://www.statista.com/statistics/223719/number-of-tencent-group-employees/ 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Petronas 
http://www.sony.net/SonyInfo/csr_report/employees/info/ 
http://www.toyota-global.com/company/profile/overview/ 
http://www.samsung.com/us/aboutsamsung/sustainability/sustainabilityreports/download/2012/2012_Fact
s_and_Figures_FINAL.pdf 
http://www.intel.com/content/www/us/en/company-overview/company-facts.html 
http://www.ge.com/about-us/fact-sheet 
https://www.google.com/finance?q=nyse:pfe 
https://www.google.com/finance?q=NYSE%3APG&ei=iCWyU4DiCY2RkgWEt4G4CQ 
https://www.google.com/finance?q=NYSE%3AUN&ei=xyWyU_i3CsSxkgXy5IGoAg 
https://www.apple.com/about/job-creation/ 
http://www.microsoft.com/en-us/news/inside_ms.aspx#EmploymentInfo 
http://www.ibm.com/ibm/us/en/ 
https://investor.google.com/financial/tables.html 
 
Company LinkedIn Followers Employees on LinkedIn Employees
TSMC 17760 3809 37149
Alibaba 26034 3027 26000
Baidu 35602 4156 34600
Tencent 94407 45502 27492
Petronas 101093 10513 39286
Sony 167530 17507 146300
Toyota 180495 18712 338875
Samsung 181135 82970 221726
Intel 441018 84161 107600
GE 692548 166435 305000
Pfizer 717957 71512 77700
P&G 875890 65719 121000
Unilever 1091573 59348 174381
Apple 1679462 81165 50250
Microsoft 1758382 117786 127104
IBM 1841450 393806 431212
google 2446602 52935 53861
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Figure 27 Top companies’ presence on the LinkedIn social media platform 
Section 4.  
CULTURAL IMPACT ON EMPLOYER BRANDING 
One of the main themes of this research is to understand the employer preferences of the 
respondents. In the first question of the survey, the data was recoded to identify the country of origin 
of the respondent’s most desirable employer. The recoded data was then classified into whether the 
named company was Asian or Western. The results of the survey showed a statistical difference in 
preference of the <35 year old respondents leaning towards Western companies. In an attempt to 
discover possible influencing factors for this preference for Western employers, the data was examined 
through the lens of a Dutch engineer turned social psychologist, Geert Hofstede.  
Traveling around and meeting people from all over the world, Hofstede was fascinated by 
cultural research. Later in his career, Hofstede became a management trainer for IBM giving him 
access to scores of international subsidiaries and thousands of employees. While working for IBM, 
Hofstede flew around the world conducting behavioral cross-cultural research. He interviewed and 
surveyed thousands of IBM employees collecting and cataloging responses about how people 
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interacted and collaborated in large organizations. Ultimately, Hofstede’s built a framework to analyze 
and capture the distinct qualities of different cultures in six dimensions: Power Distance (PDI), 
Individualism (IDV), Masculinity (MAS), Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI), Long Term Orientation 
(LTO, but later reclassified as Pragmatism (PRA)), and Indulgence versus Restraint (IVR sometimes 
WVR or IND).  
Hofstede, Hofstede & Minkov (2010) describe the Power Distance (PDI) dimension as the 
degree in which the less powerful members of an organization expect and accept that power is 
distributed unequally. The scoring was based on three main factors. One factor asked non-managerial 
subordinates how often they were afraid to express disagreements with their managers. Two asked the 
style of their manager whether it was autocratic, paternalistic or otherwise out of a set of four decision 
making styles. The third was then the subordinate’s preference for their boss’s decision making style. 
The results of the research showed that Asian countries on average had higher Power Distance ratings 
that Western countries. 
The Individualism dimension Hofstede et al. (2010) describe is where people in highly 
individualistic organizations look after themselves and ties between people are loose. Conversely, 
people in Collectivist organizations are integrated into strong and cohesive in-groups where the group 
members are protected in exchange for their loyalty. This dimension was rated on six factors. First 
personal time where the respondent had enough time for personal or family life. The second factor 
was freedom to choose the respondent’s own approach to a task on the job. Third was the challenging 
nature on the job where the respondent was able to feel a sense of accomplishment. Fourth was did 
the respondent have sufficient training opportunities to improve or learn new skills. Fifth was having 
good working conditions. Sixth and last was if the respondent was able to fully utilize their skills on 
the job. On average, Asian countries had lower scores in Individualism indicating that Asian society 
and culture is more collectivist. Western countries, conversely, had relatively high Individualism 
scores.  
The masculinity index (MAS) from Hofstede’s study measured the impact of gender roles. 
Hofstede et al. (2010) studied gender roles in countries and found that masculine societies clearly 
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define gender roles where men are supposed to be assertive, tough and focused on material successes. 
In these masculine cultures, women are supposed to be more modest, tender and focused on quality of 
life. A feminine society would have overlapping emotional gender roles where men and women would 
both be modest, tender and focused on quality of life. Notably highly ranked MAS countries in the 
2014 Employer Preference study are Japan where lower ranked MAS countries are South Korea, 
France and Taiwan.  
The Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) index is characterized by the degree to which members of a 
society feel anxious or threatened by ambiguous or unknown situations. This stress is manifested in 
nervousness and develops a need for predictability along with rules (Hofstede et al. 2010). Countries 
that have high uncertainty avoidance are Japan, France, and South Korea. On the opposite side, 
countries that seem to cope well with uncertainty are Singapore, Hong Kong, China, and the UK. 
Long-term Orientation, or LTO was consolidated with research by Michael Minkov and later 
reclassified as Pragmatism versus Normative (PRA). In pragmatic societies, people don’t require an 
explanation of everything as it’s impossible to understand the complexities of life. Pragmatic societies 
have the ability to accept contradictions, adapt according to circumstances, have a strong tendency to 
save and invest, and show perseverance in achieving results6. Many of the roots of the PRA dimension 
come from confusion values and as a result, many Asian countries have a very high PRA score. 
Notable pragmatic countries are South Korea, Taiwan, Japan, and China where relatively low ranked 
PRA countries are Australia, the US, and the Philippines.  
In 2010, a new dimension was added called Indulgence versus Restraint that describes the 
tendency of indulgence specifically in terms a allowing the relative freedom to gratify the human 
desire related to enjoying life and having fun (Hofstede et al. 2010). Conversely, restraint is the degree 
where indulgence of these desires should be regulated by societal norms. Australia, US and UK scored 
at the top of the IVR dimension where Hong Kong, China and India scored the lowest.  
The Hofstede Center’s website provides the latest values of their study where countries can be 
compared. The values for the participating countries were extracted from the Hofstede Center, 
                                                        
6 http://geert-hofstede.com/dimensions.html 
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averaged and plotted against each other by region. The plot shows the largest average differences in 
the Power Distance (PDI) and Individualism (IDV) dimensions. 
 
Figure 28 Hofstede Dimensions of the countries that participated in the 2014 Employer Preference 
Survey averaged and plotted by region  
 
Further in Hofstede’s research with regard to Individualism showed an interesting result. 
Hofstede et al. (2010) stated that motivation in one’s job can be described in two ways: Intrinsic versus 
extrinsic meaning what motivates a worker in a job is the work itself (intrinsic) or through some reward 
system (extrinsic). Respondents working in jobs requiring more education, or in this 2014 study, we 
call “knowledge workers”, tended to score intrinsic elements as more important whereas less educated 
and lower status workers preferred extrinsic motivators.  
Interestingly, Power Difference and Individualism tend to be negatively correlated. In other 
words, high power distance countries tend to be collectivist countries and lower power distance 
countries tend to be individualistic countries.  
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Figure 29 Power Distance (PDI) versus Individualism (IDV) (Hofstede, Hofstede & Minkov, 2010) 
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Plotting the re-coded data of the <35 year old respondent group from question 1 in the 2014 
employer preference survey, shows a significant number of respondents gravitating towards 
companies from countries that are more individualistic than collectivist and have lower power distance. 
Of the 1693 respondents in the <35 year old group, 715 respondents most desirable employers were 
from Western origins, 522 respondents chose companies with East Asian origins, 14 from South Asian, 
and 126 companies were from ASEAN countries. Considering this chart with data through the results 
of question 4, one would expect that respondents would choose companies that they are more familiar 
with and have previous working experience, however, that is not the case. Only 21% of respondents 
have had working experience with Western firms, yet in this graph we see that more 42% of the <35 
year old respondents most desirable employers had Western origins. 32% of respondents have worked 
for Asian companies in the past, but only 38% of respondents chose companies with East Asian and 
ASEAN origins.  
 
Figure 30 Company preference of <35 year old respondent group plotted relative to Hofstede’s 
Power Difference and Individualism dimensions 
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this study with respect to Employer Branding, it seems that Power Distance and Individualism have 
some impact on Employer Branding. The data shows that respondents perceive Western companies to 
display more open-mindedness, creativity, efficiency, and encouraging diversity. In a high power-
difference organization, lower ranked employees may feel anxiety with presenting conflicting ideas 
from generally accepted practices hindering innovation as well as stifling the growth of the individual. 
Similarly, previous research indicates that collectivistic organization may not be optimal when 
creativity and idea generation is an organizational goal (Goncalo & Staw, 2006). Goncalo & Staw’s 
research found that collectivistic organizations may even extinguish creativity. Although collectivism 
may enhance cooperation and productivity, knowledge workers’ primary value is their ability to 
approach problems creatively and need an environment that fosters that goal. Since many Western 
countries have relatively mature economies employing knowledge workers in the service sector, it 
seems that Western firms have created environments where knowledge workers can thrive.  
Section 5. RESULTS FROM OTHER STUDIES 
A 2001 study of post graduate and business school students also attempted to measure and 
identify the attributes of the most desirable employers to future South African knowledge workers. 
Their results were segmented similarly to this study across age groups and found that the top two most 
important factor for <35 year old respondents were “Career Growth Opportunities” and a “Challenging 
Work Environment” (Sutherland, Torricelli & Karg, 2002). The “Career Growth Opportunities” factor 
could be interpreted as the “Clear Career Path” from the 2014 Employer Preference Survey. The <26 
year old age group then desired a “Pay/Performance link” meaning merit based compensation, 
followed by “Personal Development”, and then finally “Pay”. The 26-30 year old group next desired 
“Like the work”, “Personal development”, followed by “Innovative & Dynamic Employer”. The 31-
35 year old age group next desired “Personal development”, “Pay/Performance link”, followed by 
“Like the work”. The theme from this study is similar to the data from this 2014 Employer Preference 
study in that the <35 age groups have a high priority on their career path and personal development. 
Including a pay/performance measurement would be useful for future research in Asia.  
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In a study of Australian university students, another set of attractive factors of employers was 
created. These students were nearing graduation and were representative of potential targets for 
company employer branding campaigns. The results of this study showed that a “Happy Work 
Environment” as the most desirable factor for Australian students followed by Salary, Benefits, a good 
working relationship with colleagues, gaining career-enhancing experience, followed by good 
promotion opportunities (Berthon, Ewing, Hah & others, 2005). The results of this Australian study 
more closely match our 2014 Employer Preference study where the top two factors were also Salary 
and Work Environment. Career paths as well as training opportunities were also very important to the 
Australian students similar to the <35 year old respondent group from the 2014 Employer preference 
survey.   
In these two studies as well as the 2014 Employer Preference survey, there is a definite theme 
in young talent that they are all searching for employers with competitive salary, promising career 
paths, and training opportunities.   
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CHAPTER 4. LIMITATIONS, CONCLUSIONS & 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Section 1. LIMITATIONS AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
Some immediate limitations to this study were from the type of data that was collected. Due to 
constraints of the sample population, the survey length and complexity had to be simple and short as 
the respondents voluntarily participated without any compensation. The respondents were contacted 
through the study partners, jobstreet.com, Career International, and 104.com via the internet. As a 
result, the data collected relied heavily on tabulating the frequencies of the variables as the questions 
were designed largely as “yes or no” for simplicity instead of using a Likert-scale system or similar. 
Using a Likert-scale would have been beneficial to gain an understanding of the degree of preference 
similar to question 7 or question 10 as well as being able to utilize more descriptive statistical analysis 
methodologies.  
Since the survey was conducted entirely over the internet, there is some bias towards internet 
savvy respondents. The <35 year old age group was larger than the 35+ year old respondent group 
likely due to the difference in technological capabilities of the two groups and perhaps even 
willingness to participate in a survey with no compensation also decreasing as the respondents 
increased in age.   
Questions 3 and 6 were attempting to gain an understanding of attractive and unattractive 
personality traits of an organization, however, there are hundreds of potentially relevant personality 
characteristics that can impact an individual’s decision making process. Due to the limitations of the 
survey length, only 22 personality types were listed at the discretion of the survey designers. Questions 
3 and 6 also were limited to simple yes or no responses. A Likert-scale rating system would have been 
much more beneficial in gaining understanding of the degree of preference of the personality types as 
well as the ability to perform more in depth statistical analysis of how personality traits interact with 
other variables.  
In a study by Love & Singh (2011), eight common categories for human resource success were 
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identified: Inspired Leadership, Strategic Plan that promotes best HR practices, Employee 
communication, Performance Management, Training & Development, Benefits based on best 
practices, Physical workspace, and Corporate Citizenship. Their study identified multiple items within 
these categories that may be used to enhance question 10 of the 2014 Employer Preference Survey to 
be more specific and measurable.  
Section 2. CONCLUSIONS 
From the results of the survey, 65% of respondents had a strong positive perception of Western 
companies indicating they would like to work for them even though 80% of respondents had no 
previous working experience with Western firms. Conversely, 46% of respondents expressed a desire 
to work for Asian companies with 68% not having prior working experience with Asian companies. 
Some of the positive perception measured in this survey indicates the net effect of these companies 
Employer Branding efforts. To further illustrate that Western companies have stronger Employer 
Branding, 72% of the most desirable employers of this survey were also Western companies. 
The <35 year old respondent group of this survey representing the next generation managers, 
leaders and executives, showed a statistically significant greater proportion of respondents that 
preferred Western companies. This data implies that a larger portion of the talent pool will be more 
difficult for Asian firms to access as these respondents already prefer Western companies.  
The proportion of personality preferences between the <35 and 35+ year old age groups were 
fairly similar, however, the personality preferences of respondents who prefer Asian and Western 
companies were very different where respondents who prefer Western firms want open-minded and 
creative environments, whereas respondents who prefer Asian firms desire stability and cooperation.  
With regard to Human Resource Management practices, question 10 reveals that Salary is the 
most important overall factor in Asia followed by Work Environment and Work/Life Balance. The 
<35 year old respondents also desire these factors. Interestingly, “Diverse ethnic background of 
employees” was rated the very least important factor, however, respondents reported that one of the 
reasons why Google was a top employer was that they were perceived to encourage diversity. Two 
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factors that strongly correlate to age were a Clear Career Path as well as Training Opportunities which 
were the next most important factors for <35 year old respondents after Salary.  
Section 3. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ASIAN COMPANIES 
If Asian firms’ strategic goals are to leverage the competitive advantage from knowledge 
workers to create new and innovative ideas, they must develop the environment to foster this type of 
thinking. Part of this development may be establishing a new corporate culture that gradually diverges 
from their societal culture to create environments that foster free-thinking, creativity and individualism.  
Many top firms have created highly desirable development programs and aggressively recruit 
top talent from educational institutions like Unilever and many other companies. Large Asian firms 
recruit from universities as well, however, managing your talent once they are in the company is an 
important factor. The results of this survey indicate that having clear career paths and opportunities 
for development are key factors for that next generation talent look for. Many top Western firms have 
leadership development programs as well as programs for continuing education. Fortune 100 US 
companies spend an excess of $1 billion dollars on training annually (Dubois, 2010). Asian firms may 
want to consider larger investments in their talent as well.  
Employer branding must have strong support from top management. Like at Unilever, the very 
top management has to be involved with the Employer Branding efforts. If people at all levels of the 
organization do not participate in making their company the best place to work, the individual efforts 
of a few will not be able to change a company’s practices. Top management has to be willing to 
creatively solve problems to recognize and reward employees, develop flexible programs that 
employees want, and pay attention to the morale of the organization.  
Social media has brought today’s interconnected world even closer. The internet is a medium 
where companies can engage not only potential customers but also potential employees through social 
media platforms (LinkedIn, Facebook, Twitter, etc) to establish familiarity and a good first impression 
with the company. Unilever first establishes familiarity with the product brand and then grows their 
Employer Brand on this foundation allowing the company to grow the customer/candidate’s awareness 
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and ideally attract potential employees. Proctor & Gamble has even gone as far as to create an entire 
webpage to promote P&G’s employer brand7 where visitors can get a feel for what it’s like at P&G 
through content created by real employees.  
Companies should consider continuing to apply marketing techniques to Employer Branding. 
Surveys, interviews, focus groups and other forms of market research are supplying valuable data to 
know your customers as well as employees better. Successful marketing hinges upon knowing your 
customers needs. Successful Employer Branding also needs this data to understand the needs of your 
future and current employees. Segmentation, targeting and positioning are also important activities to 
consider when building your Employer Brand to attract, retain and maintain top talent who fit into 
your company. Google has established “Google People Operations” as an internal HR management 
and consulting group. Google People Operations has conducted extensive research into HR issues that 
was even published by the New York Times (Nytimes.com, 2011).  
Building a successful Employer Brand to attract knowledge workers starts from the inside out. 
Google, Unilever, and P&G invested much time and effort into building healthy organizations and 
then invested further into building strong Employer Brands. Employer Branding is simply a way to 
show people that your company is a good place to work. Healthy and successful global Asian 
companies need to create healthy and desirable organizations and then spread the message that they 
are good places to work. Employer Branding is an essential tool for Asian companies to grow where 
talent is in high demand.  
                                                        
7 http://www.experiencepg.com/ 
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APPENDIX 1. 2014 EMPLOYER PREFERENCE SURVEY  
